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The path to raising student achievement is not a

direct line from funding to outcome. High levels

of student achievement will result only when core

instructional practices are defined and educator

and system supports are in place to contribute to

literacy success for every student. These include the

instructional practices { PreK , K-3 | recommended

for use in every classroom every day, school-wide and

center-wide essentials in every school and center, and General Education Leaders
coaching cssentials in use by every coach. a MAISA collaborative

Literacy Theory of Action

Align policies, Develo‘n state Embedand |  Develop Implement Every child
funding,and | regional, local, | sustain quality teachers’ quality practices develo?s strong |
resources literacy leaders | professional instructional in every early literacy
learning through skills classroomevery §| knowledge,
coaching day skills and
dispositions

B s e -

This thec;;y of action requires a structure of supports
from the system to the student level.

If we have literacy instructional essentials artioulated and adapted at the system level,

» then we can align literacy policies, funding, and resources throughout the system.

If we have aligned policies, funding, initiatives, and resources system wide,

» then we can develop literacy leaders at the state, regional and local levels.

If we have statewide leadership capacity focused on literacy at the school and center level in an

intentional, multi-year manner,

> then we can ensure quality professional learning is sustained through coaching.

If teaching teams and individual teachers are supported by quality coaching,

> then we can strengthen instructional skills leading to high-quality instructional practices in every

classroom, for every student, every day.

If we have the core essential instructional practices oceurring in every classroom, every day,

2 then ALL students will further develop literacy knowledge, skills, and dispositions leading to
improved reading achievement.

P
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Each element s critical and will be attended to in ongoing
evaluation and improvement of this initiative.

p— g -

Professional learning design

As documented in Essential School-Wide and Center-Wide Practices in Literacy: Prekindergarten and
Elementary Grades and Coaching Essendals for Elementary Literacy, support of administrators’ and teachers’
development requires job-embedded ongoing prolessional learning, Afier being introduced o new knowledge,
skills, and dispositions, administrators and teachers need opportunities to practice and receive leedback as
they employ new learning in the school, center, and classroom. Resources provided through Michigan
Department of Education grants are developing skills of ISD carly literacy coaches and creating a sustainable
system of resources, including:

* Essential practices in literacy instruction, coaching, school-wide and center-wide practices, and
Y > s
leadership;

* access (o university researchers who are experts in the area of early literacy;

* prolessional learning opportunitics and a network to provide ongoing support; and

* print, video, and digital resources about eflective literacy instruction, coaching, and leadership.
“One size fits all” professional learning does not meet the needs of woday’s educators. A blended training model
of online and face-to-face experiences offers prolessional learning and corresponding wrap-around supports

P )

including a statewide literacy mentors’ network. Instructional modules under development will provide a rich

library of video instruction segments. Also under development is an online professional learning community to
support all Michigan carly literacy educators.

These intentional eflorts will ensure a consistent, ongoing source of support for high quality literacy instruction,
resulting in improved literacy skills for all Michigan students.

This theory of action was developed by the Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators (MAISA) General Education Leadership Network (GELN) Early Literacy Task Farce. This Task Force was first convened in December 2015
and includes stakeholders fram Pre-K-12, 1805, higher education, Michigan Department of Education, and key educationa! organizations across Michigan,

© Adopted by Eary [ teracy Yask Force | N2EIT



This document s intended to be read in
concert with Essential Instructional
Practices in Early Literacy,
Kindergarten - Grade 3. There is
important overlap and conbinuily in these
teo documents.

You may not excerpt from this document in
published form, print or digital, without written
permission from the MIAISA GELN Early Liter-
acy Task Force. This document may be posted or
reproduced only in its endrety [six pages).

To relerence this document:

Michigan Assodiation of Intermediate School
Administrators General Education Leadership
Network Early Literacy Task Force (2016, Essen-
tinl mstructiona! practices in early literacy: Prekindergar-
ten. Lansing, MI: Authors.

PREKINDERGARTEN

Essential Instructional
Practices in Early Literacy

By the Early Literacy Task Force, a subcommittee of the Michigan
Associaton of Intermediate School Administrators (MAISA| General
Education Leadership Network (GELN), which represents Michigan’s 56
Intermediate School Districts. For a full list of representatives, please see
the back page.

NAL PRACTICES

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to increase Michigan’s capacity

to improve children’s literacy by identifying a small set of research-
supported literacy instructional practices that could be a focus of
professional development throughout the state. The focus of the
document is on classroom practices, rather than on school- or
systems-level practices {which will be addressed in a future document).
The document focuses on prekindergarten, as literacy knowledge

and skills developed in the preschool years predict later literacy
achievement.' Prekindergarten education has the potential to improve
“reading-by-third-grade™ outcomes. Early childhood programs can
also help to address disparities in literacy achievemnent. Research
suggests that cach of the ten practices in this document can have a
positive impact on literacy development. We believe that the use of
these practices in every classroom every day could make a measurable
positive difference in the State’s literacy achievement. They should he
viewed, as in practice guides in medicine, as presenting a minimum
‘standard of care’ for Michigan’s children.

Page1| Essential Literacy Practices - Prekindergarien
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The practices listed can be used within a variety
of overall approaches to literacy instruction and
within many different structures of the day;

the document does not specify one particular
program or approach to literacy instruction. We
limited the list to ten practices; there are other
literacy instructional practices that may be worthy
of attention. In addition, new literacy research
could alter or add to the instructional practices
recommended here. For these reasons, choosing
to enact the practices on this list would leave
considerable agency and choice for individual
districts, schools, centers, and teachers.

Each one of these ten recommended instructional
practices should occur every day regardless

of the specific program or framework being

used in the classroom. The recommended
instructional practices are to occur throughout

the day, largely integrated into opportunities

for learning in all other areas, not in an isolated
block identified as “English Language Arts”

or “Literacy.” Literacy instruction should not
dominate the prekindergarten day; in the long
term, that approach is counterproductive. Later
academic achievement is predicted not only by
literacy knowledge and skill, but by mathematics
learning, knowledge of the natural and social
world, and certain aspects of social, emotional,
and physical development.? Finally, it is important
to read this document in relation to the State of
Michigan’s expectations for literacy development
in prekindergarten,® which should garner careful
attention in all Michigan prekindergarten
programs and be one focus in observing classroom
practice and children’s development. The endnotes
provide references to some research studies

that support the practices listed. An exception

is instructional practice #9, for which we were
unable to locate closely supporting studies with
preschool-age children.

1. Intentional use of literacy artifacts in dramatic play and

throughout the classroom*

Reading and writing materials are not only
present but used throughout the classroom
environment.

* Within daily opportunitics for dramatic play, the teacher
provides, moedels use of, and encourages children’s
engagement with appropriate eracy artifacts, such as:

P order pads, menus, and placemats for a pizza parlor

P traflic signs, maps, blueprints, and building-related
books in the block/ construction area

P cnvelopes, stationery, posteards, stamps, and actual
mail for a post office

P waiting room reading material, a schedule, and
prescription pads {or a doctor’s office

P acopy of books, such as The Liule Red Hen, laheled
puppets and objects from the story

* Within centers and other areas of the classroom, children
are encouraged to interact with reading and writing
materials, such as:

P books related to construction or building in the block
or construction arei

P simple recipes for making snacks

P labels that indicate where items go

> children’s names, for example on cubbies and sign-in

sheets, which may vary over time (e.g, [irst with photos,
then, later, without photaos)

P writing materials in each area of the classroom, for
drawing and writing about objeets being observed in
the science area

[See also instructional practice #8.)

2. Read aloud with reference to print®

Daily read alouds include verbal and non-verbal
strategies for drawing children’s attention to
print, such as:

* running finger under words

* noting specific features of print and letters
le.g., “thatis the letter 2 like Deondre’s name”)

= asking children where to start reading

* counting words

* pointing out print within pictures

Fa: 7 | Essential Literacy Practices - Prekindergarten
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3. Interactive read aloud with a comprehension and

vocabulary focus®

The teacher reads aloud age-appropriate
books and other materials, print or digital,
including sets of texts that are thematically and
conceptually related and texts that are read
multiple times, with:

* higher-order discussion among children and teacher
before, during, and aficer reading
* child-friendly explanations of words within the text
s + revisiting of words after reading using tools such as
. movement, props, video, photo, examples, and non-ex-
amples, and engaging children in saying the words
r aloud
= using the words at other points in the day and over
time
* teaching of clusters of words related to those in the
text, such as vocabulary related to the garden or gar-
dening

4. Play with sounds inside words’

Children are supported to develop phonological
awareness, or conscious awareness of sounds
within language, and especially, a type of
phonological awareness called phonemic
awareness, which involves the ability to segment
and blend individual phonemes within words,
through various activities, such as:

* listening (0 and creating variations on books with
rhyming or alliteration
= singing certain songs

6. Interactions around writing'*

{e.g., “Willoughhy, Walloughby...”; “Down by the
Bay”; “The Name Game”; “Apples and Bananas”)

*+ sorting pictures and objects by a sound or sounds in
their name

* games and transitions that feature play with sounds
[e.g., alliteration games, a transition that asks all chil-
dren whose name begins with the mmm sound to move
to the next activity)

* “robot talk” or the like (e.g, the teacher has a puppet
say the sounds “ffAT” “iiii”  “shhhh” and children
say fish)

5. Brief, clear, explicit instruction® in letter names, the

sound(s) associated with the letters, and how letters
are shaped and formed®

Instruction that has been shown to be effective in
fostering development of letter-sound knowledge
is supported by tools such as:

* a high-quality alphabet chart

+ cards with children’s names

+ other key words to associate with letter-sounds
(e.g., d Is for dinosaur)

+ alphabet books with appropriate key words

* references throughout the day (e.g, “That sign says
the store is open. The first letter is o. It makes the “oh”
sound: ooopen.”)

Rescarch suggests that we should set a benchmark of
children naming 18 upper case and [5 lower case letters
by the end of pre-K' and should teach letter-sound asso-
ciations, rather than letter names or sounds alone,'!

Adults engage in deliberate interactions with children around writing. Opportunities for children to write
their name, informational, narrative, and other texts that are personally meaningful to them are at the
heart of writing experiences. These deliberate interactions around writing include the use of interactive

writing and scaffolded writing techniques.

*  Interactive writing involves children in contributing to a piece of writing led by the teacher. With the teacher’s
support, children determine the message, count the words, stretch words, listen for sounds within words, think about
letters that represent those sounds, and write some of the Ietters. The teacher uses the interactive writing as an
opportunity for instruction, for example regarding the directionality of writing, purposes for writing, and specific

letter-sound relationships.

e Scaffolded writing involves the individual child in generating a message the child would like 1o write. The message is
negotiated and repeated with the child until it is internalized. The teacher draws one line for each word in the mes-
sage using a highlighter or pen. The child writes one “word” per line, where “word” might be a scribble, letter-like
forms, random letter strings, one or a few letters within the word, or all sounds within the word, depending on the
child’s writing ability. The teacher and the child read and reread the message.

Page 1| Essential Literacy Practices - Prekindergarten 9



7. Extended conversation'” . !Jooks and other materials (:*onncctccl to children’s

interests and that reflect children’s backgrounds and
Adults engage in interactions with children that cultural experiences, including class- and child-made
regularly include: books

+ recorded books

* responding to and initiating conversations with chil-

dren, with repeated turns back and forth on the same * books children can horrow to bring home and/or
topic access digitally at home
* encouraging talk among children through the selective * comfortable places in which to look at books, [requent-
use ol ()pcn-cndcd qucslions, Commun[ing on what [y visited b}" the lCﬁCllCl‘l::S:l and l)y adult volunteers
children are doing, offering prompts (e.g., “Try asking recruited to the classroom
your {riend how you can help”), and scaflolding high- X . ) -
cr-order discussion, particularly during content-area Ongomg ObSEI'\_latlDﬂ and assessment of Fhl|dl' ens
learning language and literacy development that informs their
* engaging in talk, including narration and explanation, education
within dramatic play experiences and content-area The teacher engages in:
learning, including intentional vocabulary-building
cllorts + observation and assessment that is guided by
+ extending children's language (e.g., The child says, P an understanding ol language and literacy develop-
“Fuzzy”; the adult says, “Yes, that peach fecls [uzay. ment
What clse co you notice about it?”) P the Early Childhood Standards ol’ Quality for Pre- (
* stories of past events and discussion ol future events kindergarten (2013) and, if applicable, (
P the Head Start Early Learning Outcomes Frame-

8. Provision of abundant reading material in the work (2015)
¢lassroom'* * observation that occurs in multiple contexts, including
play

* usc of assessment tools that are considered appropri-
ate for prekindergarten contexts

The classroom includes:

* a wide range of books and other wexts, print and dig-
ital, including information books, poctry, and siory- ¢ usc ol information from observations and assessment
hooks accessible to children tools to plan instruction and interactions with children

10. Collaboration with families in promoting literacy'”

Families engage in language and literacy interactions with their children that can be drawn upon and (
extended in prekindergarten. Prekindergarten educators help families add to their repertoire of strategies
for promoting literacy at home, including:

* incorporating literacy-promoting strategies into everyday activities such as cooking, communicating with friends and
family, and traveling in the bus or car \
* reading aloud to their children and discussing the text (

* cencouraging literacy milestones (e.g, pretend reading, which some parents mistakenly believe is “cheating” but is actually
a desired activity in literacy development)

* speaking with children in their home/most comfortable language, whether or not that language is English'®
* providing literacy-supporting resources, such as:

» books from the classroom that children can borrow or keep

P children’s magazines

» information about judicious, adult-supported use of educational television and applications that can, with guidance,
support literacy development

» announcements about local events

P passes to local museums (for example, through www.michiganactivitypass.info}

Page 4] Essential Literacy Practices - Prekindergarten 0



200 Q0 0O(

-

Y OO OC0O0O!

S Y

|

(Endnotes)

w

B

Lonigan, C. ], Schatschacider, C., & Westherg, L., with the National Early
Literacy Panel. {2008). Identification of children's skills and abilitics linked
ta later oucomes in reading, writing, and spelling, In Developing early literacy:
Report of the National Early Literacy Panel (pp. 53-106), Louisville, KY: National
Center for Family Literacy:

Puncan, G. ], Dowseet, C. J., Claessens, A., Magnuson, K., Huston, A. C,,
Rlebanoy, I, .. . Japel, C. (2007, School readiness and Lier achievement.
Developmental Peyefinfogy, 43, 1428- 116, Grssmer, D, Grimm, K. ], Aiyer, 8.
M, Murmah, WM, & Steele, LS. 120101 Fine motor skills and eardy com-
prehension of the wordd: Tiwo new school readiness indicators, Developmental
Prvchology, 46, 1008-1017; Rhoades, B, L., Warren, H. K., Domitrovich, C.E.,
& Greenberg, M. T2 (2001, Examining the link between preschool social
emotiomal competence and frst grade academic achievement: The role of
attention skills, Early Childhood Research Quarterhy, 26, 182-191; Romano, E,,
Babchishin, L., Pagani, L. 8., & Kohen, D, (2010} School readiness and later
achicvement: Replication and extension using a natonwide Canadian survey:
Developmental Prychalogy, 46, 995-1007,
Michigan State Board of Education. (2003, revised 2003). Eary Childhood
Standards of Qualily for Prekindergarten. Lansing, ML Author.

For example, Neuman, 8. B., & Roskos, K. (1992}, Literacy objects as cultural
wols: Effecis on children’s literacy behaviors in play, Reading Research Qnarterly,
27,202-225; Roskos, K. A, Chrstie, J. E, Widman, 5., & Holding, A. (2010
Three decades in: Priming I':)r meta-analysis in le)-]lthL) research. Jowrnel
of Early Childhood Literacy, 11, 55-96, Gerde, H. K., Bingham, B, E., & Pen-
dergast, M, L. (2013, Reliability and validity of the Wrting Resources and
Interactions in Teaching Environments (WRITE! fur preschool classrooms,
Early Chuldhood Research Quarterly, 31, 34-16. Guo, Y, Justice, L. M., Kader-
avek, . N, & McGiny, AL 2012 The lieracy environment of preschool
classrooms: Comributions 1o children's emergent literacy growih. Journal of
Research w Reading, 33, 308-327.

For example, Justice, L. M., & Ezell, H. K. 12002}, Use of storybook reading
to increase print awareness in at-risk children. Amertcan Journal of Speech-Lan-
puage Pathology, 11, 17-29; ]ustiu L. AL, MeGiney, A S, Piasea, 5. B,
Kaderavek, ). N, & Fan, X, {2000}, I’rlm focused nead- .xlnudﬁ in prudmul
classrooms: Itmnuuloll elfectiveness and moderators of child vutcomes,
Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 41, 50:4-520; Mal, S. E., Bus, A.
G., & de Jong, M. T 2009}, Interactive book reading in carly edueation: A
1ol to stimulate print knowledge as well as orl language. Review of Education-
al Research, 70, 979-10007,

For example, Beck, L L., & McKeown, M. G (2007}, Increasing young
low-ittcome children's oral vocabulary repertoires through rich and focused
instruction. Elementary Sehood Journal, 107, 251-271; Lonigan, C, J., Shanah-
an, T, & Cunningham, A., with the Natowal Early Literacy Panel, (2008).
lmp.l(t of shared-reading inlerventions on young : children's cardy lireracy
skills. in Develuping early literucy: Report of the National Early Literacy Fanel (pp. 153-
1G6), Louisville, KY: National Center for Family Literacy; Marulis, Lo M., &
Neurnan, 8, B, (2013). How vocabulary interventions alfect young children
at risk: A meta-analytic review: Jonenal of Research on Educational Effectiveness. 6,
224-262.; Sencehal, M. {1997}, The differential elfect of storybook reading
on preschoolers’ acquisition ol expressive and receptive vocabulary, Jowenad
of Child Language, 24, 1 23-138; Pollard-Durodols, 5. D, Gonzalez, ], K., Sim-
mous, 1. C., Kwok, O, Taylor, A, B, Diwis, ML |, ... & Simmons, L, (2011).
The efects of an intensive shared book-reading intervention for preschool
children au risk for vocabulary delay. Eveptional Chilidren, 77, 161-183; Gonza-
lez, ] E., Pollard-Durodola, 8., Simmons, DG, Taylor, AL B, Danis, M. [,
Kim, M. &b:mmum, L. (2 UIU) Developing low-income preschoolers” social
nr.l science vocabulary knowledge through conteni-focused shared
book reacding. Journal of Research on Exduncational Effectiventess, 4, 33-32,

For example, Brennan, E, & Ireson, | (1997). Training phonological aware-
ness: A study 1o evaluate the elfeas ol a progrm of metalinguistic games
in kindergaren. Reading and Vniting: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 9, 241-263;
Bus, AL G, & van [Jzendoorn, M. H. (19993 Phonological awareness and
vardy reading: A meta-analysis ol experimental training studics, Jowrnal of
Fxdneational Psycholegy, 21, 403414, Suggae, S, B (2016). A meta-analysis of
the long-term effects of phonemic awareness, phonics, flucncy, and reading
comprelension interventions. fournal of Learning Disabilities, 49, 77-96,

Explictt instraction involves telling children what voun want them 1o know,
rather than expecting that they will infer this information, For example,
explicit instruction about the lewer L might include (although not necessarily

10

14

all ar once] the following: “This [poiating] is te lener called off, ElL stands
for the lll sound, Latoya’s name starts with the 1l soud: LLLioya. Lion also
starts with the Il sound: Mlion. You can make ell with a straight line down
anl a short line across, like this [demonstrating], or you can make ell with
Just astraight line down, like this [demonstrating].”

tor example, Lonigan, C, },, Schaischneider, C., & Wesiberg, L., with the
National Eardy Literacy Panel, (2008). Impact of code-focused interventions
on young children’s cardy literacy skills. In Developing early literacy: Repart of the
Natinad Early Literacy Panel (pp. 107-152). Louisville, KY: National Center
lor Family Literacy; Piasty, 8, B, & Wagner, R, K., (20105, Developing carly
literacy skills: A meta-analysis of alphabet learning and instruction. Reading
Research Quarterty, 43, 8-38.

Piasta, 5. B., Petscher, ¥, & Justice, L. M. (2012], How many letters should
preschoolers in public programs know? The diagnostic efficiency ol various
preschool letier-naming benchmarks for predicting Brst-geade litercy
achicvement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 104, 945-958,

Piasta, §, B., Purpura, D, J., & Wagner, R, K. (2010}, Fostering alphabet
knowledge development: A comparison of two instructional approaches,
Rearding & NWriling Quarterly, 23, 607-626; Piasta, 8. B., & Wagner, R. K.
(20101, Learning lewer names and sounds; Elfects of instruction, leuer type,
and phonological processing skill. Journal of Expenmental Child Psvehology, 103,
F24- 344

For example, Bodrova, E., & Leong, D, J. (19981, Scaffolding emergent
writing in the zone of proximal development. Lateraey Teaching and Learung,
3, 1-18; Craig, 5. A, (2003], The clleets of an adapied nteractive writing
intervention on kindergarten children's plionological awareness, spelling,
and eady reading development. Reading Research Quarterly, 38, A38-440;
Gregony, K. T ML 20000, The imfluence of the scaffolided werittng techusgque on the
titeracy decelopmment of kindergartent clledren |Order No, 997 1018, Available from
Dissertations & Theses @ CIC Institutions; ProQuest Dissertations & Theses
A&l; ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Full Text; ProQuest Dl“l.rl.lll()lls &
“ILSLE C]nh.ll i()lﬁlll()’ll Rurluul from ST

i GG7; Hall, A, H. Slmpwu, A, Guu A
& \\nng, 5. (20155 l.x.lmmmg the elfects of preschool writing instruction on
emergent literacy skills: Asystemanic review of the lterature. Leteracy Research
and Iustruction, 34, 113-134; Hall, A HL, Toland, M. D, Grisham-Brown, j.,
& Graham, 8, 12014, Exploring interactive writing as an cffective practice
for increasing Head Stant students” alphabet knowledge skills. Early Chaldhond
Education Journal, 42, 123-430.

For example, Dickinson, . K., & Porche, M. V{201 1) Reltion between
language experiences in preschool cassrooms and clildren’s kinderganen
und fourth-grade language and reading abilitics, Child Detelopment, 82, 1-467-
8624 French, L. (2004, Science as the center of a coherent, integrated
cardy childhood curricudum. Earfy Chulthond Researchi Quearterly, 19, 138-149;
Neuman, 8. I, Newman, E. H., & Dwyer, L 2011}, Educational cllects of
avocabulary intervention on preschoolers’ word knowledge and coneeptual
development: A cluster-rndomized wal, Readiag Researcl Quarterly, 6, 249«
272, Snow, C. E., Barnes, W 5., Chandier, J., Goodman, I F, & Hemphill,
Lo (1990). Dnjulfilled expectattons: Home and school influences on literaer. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press

for example, Neuman, 8. 1. (19995 Books make a difference: A study of
aceess o lweraey, Reading Research Quartesiy, 34, 286-31 15 Guo, Y, Justice, L.
ML, Raderwek, [ N & MeGiny, A, (2012} The heraey environment of
preschool classrooms: Contributions to children’s emergent lieracy growth,
Jenrnal of Researcl in Reading, 33, 308 - 327, McGill-Franzen, A, Allington,
R. L., Yokoi, L., & Brooks, G. (1999, Putting books in the classroom scems
necessary but not satficient. The Journal of Educational Research, 93, 07-7T4.

For example, Robents, K. L. (2013}, Comprehension strategy instruction
during parent-child shared reading: An intervention study. Literaey Research
and Instruetion, 32, 106-129. Séncchal, ML, & Young, L. (2008). The cifvet of
family literacy imerventions ob children’s acquisition of’ reading from kinder-
garten to grade 3: A meta-analytic review: Review of Edueational Research, 78,
B80-907; van Steensel, R., McEhvany, N, Kurvers, [, & Herppich, 8. (2011}
How eflective are family liceeacy programs? Results of 4 meta-analysis, Revieiw
of Educational Rescarch, 81, 69-96,

August, D, & Shanahan, [ Eds. 12000). Develaping literacy in second -language
trarners: Report of the National Literacy Panel o Language-Minority Children and Youth.
Mahwahl, N]: Edbaum.

Fage5 | Essential Literacy Practices - Prekindergarten

M



Process for Development and Review

This document was developed by the Early Literacy Task Force, a subcommittee of the Michigan Association of
Intermediate School Administrators (MAISA] General Education Leadership Network (GELN), which represents
Michigan’s 56 Intermediate School Districts. Tihe Task Force included representatives from the following
organizations, although their participation does not necessarily indicate endorsement by the organization they

MAISA Early Childhood Administrators Network

represcnt:
Bay-Arenac Intermediate School District MAISA English Language Arts Leaders Netwark
Eaton Regional Educational Service Agency Michigan Department of Education
Genesee Intermediate School District Michigan Elementary and Middle School Principals Association
Huron lntermediate School District Michigan Reading Association
Ingham Intermediate School District Michigan State University
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Kalamazoo Public Schools Oakland Schools
Lenawee Intermediate School District {ttawa Area Intermediate School District
Lewis Cass Intermediate School District Reading Now Network
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GRADES KTO 3

Essential Instructional
Practices in Early Literacy

This document was developed by the Early Literacy Task Force,

a subcommittee of the Michigan Association of Intermediate School
Administrators (MAISA| General Education Leadership Network
(GELN), which represents Michigan’s 36 Intermediate School Districts.
For a full list of representatives, please see the back page.

= General Education Leadershﬁ
a MAISA collaborative

INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

Purpose

The purpose of the document is to increase Michigan’s capacity to
improve children’s literacy by identifying a small set of research-supported
instructional practices that could be the focus ol professional development
Prekindergarten. There is important throughout the state. The focus of the document is on classroom practices,
overlap and continuily in these two rather than on school- or systems-level practices (which will be addressed
dociments, and some children will benefi in a future docyfncr.u). Rcscarc!l suggests that each ol lhcsc.tcn practices
. . T o can have a positive impact on literacy development. We believe that
Yigm nstnichonal practicesladentified in the use of these practices in every classroom every day could make a
the prekindergarien document beyond the measurable positive difference in the State’s literacy achievement. They
prekindergarten year. should be vicwed, as in practice guides in medicine, as presenting a
minimum ‘stancard of care’ for Michigan’s children.

This document is intended to be
read tn concert with Essential
Instructional Practices in Literacy,

You may not excerpt from this document in published form, print or digital, without written permission from the MAISA GELN Eatly Literacy Task Foree, This
document may be posted or reproduced only in its antirety (six pages . To reference this document: Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators General
Education Leadership Nevwork Eardy Literacy ‘Task loree (2016), Esiential instruectional proctices m enrly ftemacy: K ta 5. Lansing, MI: Authors
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The practices listed can be used within a variety
of overall approaches to literacy instruction and
within many different structures of the school
day; the document does not specify one particular
program or approach to literacy instruction. We
limited the list to ten practices; there are other
literacy instructional practices that may be worthy
of attention. In addition, new literacy research
could alter or add to the instructional practices
recommended here. For these reasons, choosing
to enact the practices on this list would leave
considerable agency and choice for individual
districts, schools, and teachers.

The recommended practices should occur throughout
the day, including being integrated into opportunities
for science and social studies learning, not exclusively in
an isolated block identified as “English Language Arts™
or “Literacy.” At the same time, literacy instruction
should not take the place of science and social studies
inquiry nor addressing the Michigan Grade Level
Content Expectations for Social Studies nor addressing
the Michigan K — 12 Science Standards.? In the

long term, that approach is counterproductive; later
academic achievement is predicted not only by literacy
knowledge and skills, but by mathematics learning,
knowledge of the natural and social world, and certain
aspects of physical, social, and emotional development.

Finally, it is important to read this document in relation
to the State ol Michigan’s specific standards for literacy
development in kindergarten through third grade’
which should garner careful attention in all Michigan
kindergarten through third-grade classrooms and be
one focus in observing classroom practice and children’s
development. The endnotes indicate some connections
between the ten instructional practices and the
Michigan Standards, and they reference research studies
that support the practices listed.

Literacy knowledge and skills developed in kindergarten
through third grade predict later literacy achievement.'
Classroom instruction can have an enormous impact on the
development of literacy knowledge and skills. Many areas
involved in literacy can be affected by instruction, including,
but not limited to:

= oral language, including vocabulary

*  print concepts

1. Deliberate, research-informed efforts to foster literacy
motivation and engagement within and across lessons’

+  phonological awareness

* alphabet knowledge and other letter-sound knowledge/
phonics (including larger orthographic units)

The teacher: {
= creates opportunitics for children to see themselves as successiul
« word analysis strategics (cspecially phonemic decoding readisand writers
with monitoring for meaning)

provicles daily opportunities for children 10 make choices in their -

: = . . reading and writing (chaices may be a limited set of options or
+ reading fluency (including accuracy, automaticity, and

_ [rom extensive options but within a specilied 1opic or genre)
prosocly)

offers regular opportunitics lor children to collaborate with
*  handwriting and word processing peers in reading and writing, such as through small-group
discussion of texts ol interest and opportunities to weite within
»  Dbroad content and background knowledge .
group projects
*  knowledge and abilitics required specifically to
comprchend text (e.g., text structure knowledge,

comprehension strategy use, genre knowledge)

helps establish purposes for children wo read and write
heyond being assigned or expected 10 do so, such as lor their
enjoyment/interest, 1o answer their questions about the

«  knowledge and abilities required specifically to compose natural and social world, w0 address community needs, or 1

text {e.g., planning, drafting, revising, and cditing
strategics; text structure, genre and crall knowledge;
spelling and sentence construction strategics;
capitalization and punctuation)

communicate with a specific audience

uses additional stregics to genersue excitement about reading
and writing, such as book talks and updaites about book series,
The teacher avoids auempting o incentivize reacing through

i L non-reacling-related prizes such as stickers, coupons, or wys,

*  literacy motivation and engagement and swoids using reacing and writing as “punishment™ (g,
“I you can’t listen, I'm going o send you to sit and read in the
library™).

» vocabulary strategics, particularly morphiological
{meaningful word part) analysis

Fage 2| EssentialLiteracy Practices K-3 14



2. Read alouds of age-appropriate books and other 4. Activities that build phonological awareness

materials, print or digital" (grades K and 1and as needed thereafter) "

Read alouds invelve: Teachers promote phonological awareness development,"”

e sets of texts, across read aloud sessions, that are thematically particularly phonemic awareness development, through
and conceptually related’ and that offer opportunities to learn explicit explanation, demonstration, play with sounds in
that children could not yet experience independently words, and engaged study of words, such as by:

-

modeling of appropriate fluency (accuracy, automaticity, and
prosody) in reading

listening to and creating variations on books and songs with

L ¢ child-friendly explanations of words within the text and rhyming or allitcration
~ revisiting of those words alier reading using tools such as L . .
) . * sorting pictures, objects, and writlen words by a sound or
s movement, props, video, photo, examples, and non-examples, . .
~ . . . . . sounds (c.g, words with a short ¢ sounel versus words with a
) and engaging children in saying the words aloud and using the !
L . R long ¢ sound)
r words at other points in the day and over time
« higher-order discussion among children and weacher before, » activities that involve segmenting sounds in words (c.g, Elkonin
. .
5, and afier re: . . . ;
during, and afier reading’ ) boxes, in which children move a woken or leters into boxes,
* instructional strategies, depending on the grade level and with one box for cach sound in the word!
! children’s needs, that:
: » develop print concepts,”’ such as developing children’s * activities that involve blending sounds in words [e.g., “robot
i directionality by running fingers under words and asking talk”™ in which the teacher says the sounds “fII™ “iii”
L where to start, with texts being sulliciently visible 1o “shihly” and children say fish)
r children that they can see specific [eatures ol print
. 0 . . . » HiY HI & W T Rt 3 N 1 H e
» model application of knowledge and strategics for word (.]all) opportunitics l(') vrite m(.anm.glul lL\l.S.lI‘I \\hl:’..‘h they
recognition'® listen for the sounds in words to estimate their spellings
¥ buildl knowledge of the structure and features of test'", inclucling, L. E)(p“(.‘it instruction'” in letter-sound re|ati0nship5 o
with regard to structure, key story elements and common
informational text siructures [compare-contrast, cause- Larlier in children’s development, such instruction will focus on
: effect, problem-solution, description, and sequence), and letter names, the soundis) associated with the letiers, and how
' such as, with regard to text features, tables of content, letters are shaped and lormed. Later, the focus will be on more
diagrams, captions, and index complex letter-sound relationships, including digraphs {iwo leuers

representing one sound, as in sk, #, ok, oa, ee, ie), blends (two or
three leuers representing cach of their sounds pronounced in
immediate succession within a syllable, as in o in dlue, sir in strng,
or fl as in fefl), diphthongs (two leuers representing a single glided

P describe and model comprehension strategies, including
activating prior knowledge/predicting; questioning;
visualizing; monitoring and fix-up; drawing inferences;

i 5 temne/retelline 7 ie - . ) .
and summarizing/retelling phonerme as inaf in oil and ou in ent), common spelling pauerns

P describe and model strategies for ascertaining the (e, -ake as in cake, rake), specilic phonograms (e.g,, -all, -uuld),
meaning ol unfamiliar vecabulary from context and patterns in multi-syllabic words.” High-frequency words are
taught with full analysis of leuer-sound relationships within the
3. Small group and individual instruction, uging a variety of gmup]ng words, even in those that are not spelled as would be expected.
S FER N O G U e S B e (Tl Instruction in letter-sound relationships is:
targeted to children’s observed and assessed needs in specific » verbally precise and involving multiple channels, such as oral
aspects of literacy development'* and visual or visual and 1actile

The teacher:

informed by carcful observation ol children’s reading and

= ensures that children use most of their ime actually reading writing and, as needed, assessments that systematically examine
and writing (or working toward this goal in kindergarten and knowledge of specific sound-letter relationships

carly first grade)"!

* taught systematically in relation o studenis’ needs and aligned
with the expectations of the Michigan K-3 Standards [or
English Language Arts

« coaches children as they engage in reading and writing, with
reading prompts focusing primarily on (a} monitoring for
meaning, (b} leters and groups of letters in words, (c) rereading

« employs practices for developing reading fluency, such as accompanied by opporiunities 1 apply knowledge of the leaer-
repeated reading, echo readling, paired and partner reading” sound refationships taught by reading books or other connected
* includes explicit instruction, as needed, in word recognition texts that include those relationships
strategies, inclucling multi-syllabic word decoding, text structure,
comprehension strategies, :ind writing strategies

reinforced through coaching children during reacling, most

L ) L o . . . notably by cucing children 1w monitor for meaning and by
* is deliberate in providing quality instruction to children in all groups,

A ) ' . , cueing children to attend 1o the letters in words and recognize
with meaning-making the uhimate goal of cach group’s work

letter-sound relationships they have heen taught

Page 3| Essential Literacy Practices K-3 15



6. Research- and standards-aligned writing instruction*'
The teacher provides:

* interactive writing experiences in grades K and |

chaily time [or children to write, aligned with instructional
practice #1 above

instruction in writing processes and stralegies, particularly these

involving researching, planning, revising, and editing writing™

opportunitics to study models of ane write a variety ol texts
for a vanety of purposes and audiences, particularly apinion,
informative/explanatory, and narrative texts (real and
imagined| !

explicit instruction in fetter formation, spelling strategics,
capitalization, punctuation, sentence construction, keyvboarding
first expected by the end of grade 3, see the Practice Guide
cited immediately above lor detail), and word processing™

7. Intentional and ambitious efforts to build vocabulary and

= comfortable places in which 10 read books, frequently visited by

o

the teacher(s) and by adult volunteers recruited to the classroom
opportunities for children to engage in independent readling of
materials of their choice every day, with the wacher provicing
instruction and coaching in how o select texts and employ
productive strategies during reading, leedback on chilcren’s
reading, and post-reading response activities including text
discussion™

9. Ongoing observation and assessment of children’s
language and literacy development that informs their

content knowledge*'

The teacher:

* selects Tier 2 and Tier 3 vocabulary words to teach from read
alouds of titerature and informational texts and from content
area curricula™

introduces word meanings 1o children during reacling and
conlent arca instruction using child-friendly explanations and
by providing opportunitics for children to pronounce the new
words and to see the spelling of the new words

provides repeated opportunities lor children to review and use
new vacabulary over time, including discussing ways that new
vocabulary relate to one another and to children’s existing
knowledge, addressing multiple meanings or nuanced meanings
ol a word across dillerent contexis®, and encouraging children
Lo use new words in meaningful comexts (.., discussion ol
Lexts, discussions ol content arca learning, semantic maps)

crcourages talk among children, particularly during content-
area learning and during discussions of print or digital 1exis”

education "
The teacher: (
= engages in observation and assessment that is guided by (

P an undersianding of language and literacy development

P the Michigan K to 12 Standards for English Language Arts
prioritizes observation during actun reacling and weiting
administers assessments as one source ol information to identify
children who may need additional insiructonal supports
employs [ormative and diagnostic assessment tools as needed to
inform specific insiructional targets (e.g., assessing knowledge
ol specilic sound-letter relatonships, assessing knowledge of
speeific vocabulary words taught, reading and writing strategics
being used and not used)

10. Collaboration with families in promoting literacy "

Families engage in language and literacy interactions
with their children that can be drawn upon and extended
in kindergarten through third grade. Educators help
families add to their repertoire of strategies for
promoting literacy at home, including supporting
families to:

prompt children during reading and writing and demonstrate
wiys to incorporate literacy-promoting strategices into evervday
activities, such as cooking, communicating with [riends and
family, and traveling in the bus or car

o

* promote children’s independent reading
= teaches morphology (i.ce., meaning of word parts), including hildren in doing their | L and i e
. 0 = i . . g ¥ T . - % acs y .
common word roots, inflections, prefixes, and allixes™ SUPPOTL CARdIcn i daing thcic Jomewors andiil: acacenii
learning over the summcer months
2 ’ 3 B * speak with childeen in their home/most comlortable mguage
8. Abundant reading material and reading opportunities in o - il S
By whether or not that language is English
the classroom®’ g
 provide literacy-supporting resources, such as:

The (.:lassroom includes: . . - ¥ books from the classroom that children can horrow or keeps
* a wide range of books and other tests, print, audio, and diginal,

including information hooks, poctry, ind storybooks that P children’s magazines

children are supporied in accessing P inlormation about judicious, achult-supported use ol
« hooks and other materials commected 1o children’s interests s t’(]lll’.‘&lllf)[.lill television and applications that can, with guidance,

that reflect children’s hackgrounds and cultural experiences, support literacy development

including class- and child-made books » announcements about local events
* hooks children can horrow o bring home and/or access ¥ passes 1o local museums (for example, throagh waww

digitally a1 home michiganictivitypass.inlo)
Page 4| Essential literacy Practices K-3 16
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GRADES 4-5

Essential Instructional
Practices In Literacy

This document was developed by the Early Literacy Task Force,

a subcommittee of the Michigan Assaciation of Intermediate School
Administrators (MAISA) General Education Leadership Network
{GELN), which represents Michigan’s 56 Intermediate School Districts,
For a full list ofirepresentatives, please see the back page.

f!ﬁﬁ —

i

General Education
a MAISA collaborative

INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

This document is intended o be Purpose
read in concert with Essenaal

The purpose of the document is to increase Michigan’s capacity to
Instructional Practices in improve children’s literacy by identifying a small set of research-supported

Literacy, Grades K to 3. Thers instructional practices that could be the focus of professional development

throughout the state. The focus of the document is on classroom

practices, rather than on school- or systems-level practices {which are

in these fwo documents, and some | qddressed in the document: Essential School-Wide and Center-Wide

15 important overlap and continuity

students will bengfit from instructional Practices in Literacy). Rescarch suggests that each of these ten practices
practices identified in the K to 3 in every classroom every day could make a measurable positive difference

in the State’s literacy achievement. They should be viewed, as in practice
guides in medicine, as presenting a minimum ‘standard of care’ for
Michigan’s children.

document beyond the K to 3 years.

You may not excerpt from this document in published form, print or digital, without written permission from the MAISA GELN Early Literacy Task Force, This
document may be posted or reproduced only in its entirety (six pages). To reference this Jocument: Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators
General Education Leadership Network Early Literacy Task Force (2016). Essential instructional practices in literacy. Grades 4 ta 5, Lansing, M{: Authors.
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The practices listed can be used within a variety of overall approaches to literacy instruction and within many different structures of’
the school day; the document does not specify one particular program or approach to literacy instruction. We limited the list to ten
practices; there are other literacy instructional practices that may be worthy of attention. In addition, new literacy research could
alter or add to the instructional practices recommended here. For these reasons, choosing to enact the practices on this list would leave
considerable agency and choice for individual districts, schools, and teachers,

The recommended practices should occur throughout the
clay, including being integrated into opportunities for science
and social studies learning, not exclusively in an isolated block
ideniified as “English Language Aris™ or “Literacy.” At the
same time, literacy instruction should not take the place of
science and social studies inguiry nor addressing the Michigan
Grade Level Content Expectations for Social Swudies nor
addressing the Michigan K-12 Science Standards, In the
long term, that approach is counterproductive; later academic
achicvement is predicted not only by literacy knowledge and
skills, but by mathematics learning, knowledge ol the natural
and sacial world, and certain aspects of physical, social,

and emotional development. Finally, it is important to read
this document in relation to the State of Michigan's specific
standards for literacy development in fourth and fifih grade ,
which should garner carclul atiention in all Michigan fourth-
and fifih-grade classrooms and be one focus in observing
classroom practice and children’s development. The endnotes
indicate some connections between the ten instructional
practices and the Michigan Standards, and they reference
research studies that support the practices listed.

1. Deliberate, research-informed efforts to foster motivation

and engagement within and across lessons*

The teacher:

*  Creates opportunitics for children to identify as
successful readers and writers (e.g, “l am a reader”)?

*  Provides daily opportunitics for children 1o make
choices in their reading and writing across disciplines
[choices may be a limited sct of options or from

extensive options but within a specilic disciplinary topic

or genre)

= Oflers regular opportunities for children to collaborate

with peers in reading and writing, such as through
small-group discussion ol texts of interest and
apportunitics 1o write within group projects”

*  Helps establish meaninglul purposes for children w
read and write beyond being assigned or expected to
do so, such as for their enjoyment/interest, to answer
general or discipline-specific questions about the
natural and social world, 1o address community needs,
or to communicate with specific audiences’

*  Builds positive learning environments that encourage
students to set and achieve goals, as well as promote
student independence

2. Intentional, research-informed instruction using

increasingly complex texts and tasks that build
comprehension, knowledge, and strategic reading activity’

An important aspect of literacy instruction is foregrounding

the use of reading and writing for the purpose of building
knowledge about the world and about onesell. Ideally,
comprehension instruction, inclucing strategy instruction,
is always in the service of supporting knowledge building.
At times, the teacher needs to be very explicit about how
to construct meaning from text, but this activity is always
embedded in sense making with text. One dimension of

comprehension instruction is signaling that there are many
possible causes lor comprehension breakdowns (e.g., poorly

constructed text, insufficient prior knowledge, challenging
concepts and vocabulary). It is important that students be
encouraged to monitor their understanding and, when
there has been a breakdown, have a repertoire ol fix-up

strategies. While teachers can model these fix-up strategies,

the goal is for students 1o practice the use of these fix-up
strategies so that they become independent readers.

To build comprehension, knowledge, and strategic
reading, the teacher:

»  Facilitates discussion ol text meaning o support
stuclents o interpret the ideas in o texy/

*  Provides experiences for students o build knowledge
(o support their interpretation of text prior to reading
ic.g., to build prior knowledge), during reading (c.g., to
support text interpretation), and alter reading (e.g, (o
extend learning)”

= Models and guides students to be metacognitive
while reading (i.c., monitor for comprehension and
use Ax-up strategies when there are breakdowns in
comprehension)

*  Provides explicit comprehension strategy instruction
(e.g., finding main ideas, summarizing, making
connections between new text information and prior
knowledge, drawing inferences). High quality strategy
instruction includes:

P Thoughtful selection ol the text to use when

introclucing and teaching a comprehension strategy

P Auending to the demands the texe places on the
readers to inform appropriate selection of texts
P Demonstrating and describing how to apply the

strategies that students are learning to different wexts

P T

-

s

P Providing guided practice that reflects the difficulty
level ol the strategies that students are learning, as
well as the demands of the text, and purposes for
reading

*  Atutends 1o and cultivates student interest by connecting
literacy experiences to students” family and community
experiences
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3. Small group instruction, using a variety of grouping
strategies, most often with flexible groups formed and
instruction targeted to children’s observed and assessed

needs in specific aspects of literacy development”

The teacher:

*  Is deliberate in providing quality instruction to children
in all groups, with meaning-making the ultimate goal of
cach group’s work, and ensures that children use most
of their time actually reading and writing

*  Provides and supports opportunities for small group
discussion ol literature and disciplinary text (e.g.,
Instructional Conversations and Literature Circles) so
that students can draw on their own knowledge and the
knowledge of their peers to co-construct the meaning
ol text

*  Provides opportunities for developing reading fluency
during small group work, such as paired and partner
reading

*  Uses small group routines (c.g., cooperative and
collaborative learning, such as Reciprocal Teaching and
Collaborative Strategic Reading) for fostering strategic
reading and knowledge-building using text

*  Provides opportunities for students to plan, draft,

revise, and/or edit writing together, framed by specilic
guideclines for working together

4. Activities that build reading fiuency and stamina with

increasingly complex text”

Activities include:

*  Listening to models of fluent reading (reading with
appropriate accuracy, automaticity, and prosody)
of age-appropriate books and other print or digital
materials

*  LEngaging in repeated readings of familiar wexts

*  Engaging in wide reading of texts, including multiple
modes (e.g, pring, digital, visual, audio), genres, and
topics

+  Using reading materials of increasing text difficuly

+  Opportunities to read independently for specific

purposes, including for pleasure, for sustained periods

of time

*  Paircd or partner reading

5. Discussion of the ideas in texts and how to construct text
meaning across texts and disciplines”

The teacher:

Reads aloud age-appropriate books and other materials,
print or digital

Carcfully sclects texts that provide the grist for rich
discussion, and analyses texts to ideniily specific
learning goals, challenges (e.g, the complexity of
the ideas in the text, insufficient information) and
aflordances (c.g., text organization, such as problem-
solution or compare-contrast; text features, such as
graphics or headings)’

Uses discussion moves {e.g., linking stuclents’ ideas,
probing children’s thinking, having students return to
the text o support claims about the ideas in the text)
that help provide continuity and extend the discussion
of the ideas in the text

Provides tasks or discussion routines students know

how to lollow [c.g., Instructional Conversations and
Literature Circles) when students discuss texts in small
groups

Provides regular opportunitics for peer-assisted learning,
especially for emergent bilingual learners, by pairing
students at different levels of English proficiency

6. Research-informed and standards-aligned writing

instruction

The teacher provides:

Daily time for student writing across disciplines,
including opportunities for students o write using
digital tools (¢.g., word processing)*?

Opportunitics to study text models of {e.g., mentor
and student-written texts) and write texts lor a variety
of purposes and audicnces, particularly opinion,
informative/explanatory, and narrative texts (real and
imagined)

Occasions lor students 1o use writing as a tool

for learning disciplinary content and engaging

in disciplinary practices (¢.g, writing scientific
cxplanations), and that provide clear and specific goals
for writing (e.g, address both sides of an argument)

Explicit instruction in and guided practice using writing
strategies for planning, drafting, revising, and cditing
writing

Explicit instruction in spelling strategics, capitalization,
punctuation, sentence and paragraph construction,
purpose-driven text structure and organization,
keyboarding, and word processing'®

Page 1| Essential Instructional Practices in Literacy

21



7. Intentional and ambitious efforts to build vocabulary,
academic language, and content knowledge”

The teacher engages in:

* Teaching morphology (e.g, common word roots,
inflections, prefixes, and affixes) and syntax'®

*  Attending to word relations (e.g., semantic maps,
concept mapping, ctc,)

= Providing explicit instruction in hoth general academic
and content area vocabulary during reading and
disciplinary instruction"

= Engaging students in wide reading that exposes them
to rich and discipline-specific academic language, and
provides the opportunity for vocabulary learning in the
context of reading™

*  LEncouraging the use of new vocabulary in a variety of
contexts and modes, including reading, writing, and
discussion of print or digital texts {or discipline-specific
purpases”

8. Abundant and diverse reading material, including digital

P g~

Daily opportunities for children to engage in
independent reading of materials of their choice, with
the teacher providing instruction and coaching in how
10 sclect exts and employ productive strategies during
reading, leedback on children’s reading, and post-
reading response activities including text discussion™

9. Ongoing observation and assessment of children’s

language and literacy development that informs small
group and individual instruction®

texts, and opportunities to read in the classroom®

The classroom includes:

* A wide range of books and other texts {e.g., print,
audio, video, and digital}, including information books,
poctry, literature, and magazines™

*  Books and other materials connected to children's
interest and that reflect children’s backgrounds anc
cultural experiences, including class- and child-made
hooks

¢ Books and other reading materials children can horrow
and bring home and/or access digitally at home

*  Reading materials that expose students to rich language
and vocabulary learning?’

‘The teacher:

Obsenves and assesses students during reading and
writing activitics using an array ol indicators {e.g,
ratings of {luency, retellings/summary and discussion
1o assess comprehension, productivity (o assess writing
fluency, and accuracy ol mechanices in writing]

(Note: Use of formative assessments in these areas is particularly
mmportant for emergent bilingual speakers)

Uses formative/benchmark assessments 1o monitor
progress in literacy development and o guide
instructional decision-making (e.g., differentiated
instruction) for all students, including adding adcditional
supports and providing opportunitics for enrichment

Uses diagnostic and ongoing assessment data to identily
stucents who are struggling with reading and writing,
and to design intensive, systematic instruction that
[ocuses on identified learning needs

Provides explicit feedback, related o reading and (
writing development, in which the wacher points out

what the learner is doing correctly and incorrectly, and

builds on carlier feedback

Teachers engage in:
s Supporting [amilies o continue to provide reading and academic learning opportunities at home and during the
summer months (¢.g, book lending programs)

*  Building on students’ [amily and cultural resources and knowledge in reading and writing instruction

*  Promoting children’s independent reading outside of school

»  Speaking with children in their home/most comfortable language, whether or not that language is English*?

*  Providing literacy-supporting resources, such as the following:

P Books from the classroom that children can bhorrow or keep

» Children’s magazines

P Information about judicious, adult-supported use of eclucational television and applications, or “apps,” that can
J ] l P iy I | b 1

with guidance, support literacy development

P Passes wo local muscums (lor example, through www.michiganactivitypass.inio)
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a MAISA collaborative

Y ORGANIZATIONAL PRACTICES

This document is inlended to be

read in concert with Essential
Instructional Practices in Early
Literacy, Prekindergarten and
Essential Instructional Practices
in Early Literacy, Grades K to
3. The systems and practices outlined
here provide school-level and program-
level support for effective classroom
wnstruction in prekindergarten and
elementary literacy

You miay not excerpt from this document in published form, print or digial, without written permission from the MAISA GELN Eady Literacy Task Force. This
tlocument may be posted or reproduced only inis entirety six pages'. To reference this document: Michigan Association ol Tiermediate Schwool Administrators General
Education Leadership Neowork Eardy Literacy Task Torce (2016, Essenteal school-teade and center-iende practices w literacy. Lansing, MI: Authers

.I General Education Leudlq'shl‘p Netwo'

Literacy Leadership

Essential School-Wide and
Center-Wide Practices in Literacy

Prekindergarien and Elementary Grades. A document of the Michigan
General Education Leadership Network (GELN) Early Literacy Task Force

This documentwas developed by the Early Literacy Task Force,

a subcommittee of the Michigan Association of Intermediate School
Administrators (MAISA| General Educaton Leadership Network
{GELN), which represents Michigan’s 56 Intermediate School Districts.
For a full list of representatives, please see the back page.

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to increase Michigan’s capacity to improve
children’s literacy by identifying systematic and eflective practices that can be
implemented at the organizational level in educational and care settings that
serve young children. To meet the needs of all young learners, organizational
practices must support literacy development in ways that systematically impact
learning throughout clementary schools, early childhood learning centers, and
other literacy-oriented learning emvironments and programs,'

Each of the ten recommended school-level or center-level systems and practices
should occur in all Michigan prekindergarten and clementary school learning
environments. These essential practices should be viewed, as in practice guides in
medicine, as presenting a minimum ‘standard of care’ for Michigan’s children.
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The practices listed can be used in a variety of educational settings for young children. The document does
‘not spedify any particular programs or policies but focuses on rescarch- based practices that can apply to a

number of pro

and settings. As the local systems and practices ocour at the building or center level, it is

the msponsibmty of the schoal, center, or program leadership to ensure that these systems and practices are
implemented consistently and are regulafly enhanced through strategic rplanmng.

1. The /eadership {am is composed of instructional leaders

committed to continuous improvements in literacy and

ongoing attention to data.

Under the guidance of the lead administrator, the school
or program leadership team:

* includes members with considerable and current
expertise in literacy and early childhood education;

*  promotes the implementation of evidence-based,
high-quality literacy curriculum, instruction,
and assessment aligned across the learning
cnvironment;”

*  develops a vision, mission, set ol goals, and
ecucational philosophy that guide school climate
and children’s learning and that are shared school-
wide and aligned across all ages and grade levels,
including Pre-K, and across all professional roles for
the purpose of continuous improvement;*

*  maintains a comprehensive sysiem for asscssing
children’s strengths and needs and using that
information to inform children’s ecducation;’

* [oruses on mubliple points ol data and keeps the
best interests of children paramount in assessment,
knowing the primary purpose is o improve
weaching and learning;”

*  cnsures a collaborative problem-solving approach
that may include administrators, teachers, parents,
aides, reading specialists, library media specialists,
special ecducators, and others as needed;® and

» distributes leaclership throughout the organization
for the purpose of building leadership capacity
among all stafl.’

2. The organizational climate reflects a collective sense of

responsibility for all children and a focus on developing
child independence and competence in a safe space.

All adults—administrators, teachers, specialists, aides,
and support staff—throughout the organization:

* share and act upon a sense ol responsibility lor the
literacy growth and overall wellbeing of every child
that is grounded in the shared belief that every child
can and will be successlul, regardless of location,
demographic, or program funding;"

= cnsure that the entire learning environment is
cmotionally and physically safe, such that there are
positive acult-child relationships and positive child-
child relationships throughout the building;”

»  support the development of children’s
independence by engaging them in such practices as
planning for their own reading and writing growth,
observing and regulating their own reading and
writing, and monitoring their own growth toward
their reading and writing goals;" and

*  help all children develop perceptions of competence
and scli~efficacy in reading and writing through
such practices as helping children idemify and build
on their academic strengths, providing specilic
leedback to help children grow, and modeling the
thoughts and practices ol successful readers and
writers. '

2. The /eammg environment reflects a strong commitment

to literacy.

Throughout the learning environment, there is evidence
that:

¢ lllecv 15a pnonly e, g, amount, type, and nature
ol print experience);

= instruction is built on explicitness, continuity, and
rcs])onsi\'cncss;

*  literacy occurs throughout the day and is imegrated
into (Luly math, science, and social studies
learning;'*

* children and teachers are actively engaged with
the school library, media center, and library media
specialist;'”’

* children regularly read, write, speak, and listen for
multiple purposes and across content arcas and their
written work is made prominently visible;'"

= hooks and fearning materials reflect diversity across
cultures, cthnic groups, geographic locations,
genders, and social roles (sce also Essential #8); A

*  guest readers and volunteers [e.g., parents, college
stuclents) are recruited and trained to support
literacy in an ongoing manner;"

L events :.l['I.C[ activities goene raie t_’.\Cl[(_‘,n'I.Cﬂl Zlmllll{l
books and other texts, for example through the
announcement of the publication of the latest
book in a series and posting of book reviews and
recommenclations throughout the school; and

* schoal staff aim to foster intrinsic motivation to
reacl, making only temporary and sparing, if any,
use of non-reacing-related prizes such as stickers,
coupons, or toys, and avoiding using reading and
writing as “punishment.”"”
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4.0ngoing professional learning opportunities reflect

research on adult learning and effective literacy

instruction,

School, center, and program leaders ensure that
professional learning opportunities are:

* data informed so that they meet the needs and best
interests of teaching staff and their students;™

* [ocused on the “why” as well as the “how” of
clfective whole-class and small-group instructional
practices, with opportunities for teachers to observe
cllective practice and to be abserved and receive
feedback from mentors and coaches;®!

*  driven by a belief that teacher expertise is a strong
predictor of child success; *

= collaborative in nature, involving colleagues
working together (e.g., study groups, collaborative
inquiry, and problem solving** and inclusive of
other classroom and school stall;

* focused on rescarch-based instructional practices
that are age, developmentally, and culturally
appropriate and that support children’s literacy
development (see Essential Instructional Practices
in Early Literacy for Prekindergarten and Grades
K-3);

* based in an understanding of knowledge and skills
to be learned (sce Essential Instructional Practices
in Early Literacy for Prekindergarten and Grades
K-3p*

= utilizing current rescarch on motivation and
engagement to support children’s learning; and*’

* inclusive of modeling and instructional coaching
with colleagues who demonstrate effective practices

with children and provide opportunities for teachers

to reflect on their knowledge, practice, and goals in
an ongeing and continuous manner (sce Essentials
Coaching Practices in Early Literacy )™

5. There is a system for determining the allocation of

.

literacy support in addition to high- quality classroom

instruction with multiple layers of support available
to children who are not reading and/or writing at a
proficient level.”

School, center, and program leaders ensure that:

* instruction and additonal supperis are layered
across learning environments, including the home,
and:

* are coherent and consistent with instruction
received elsewhere in the school day and occur
in addition to, not instead of, regular literacy
instruction,”

* are differentiated to the individual child’s
specific profile of literacy strengths and needs,”

highly trained educators are those teaching the
g
children nccding the most supporl;“" and

teachers are supported in using and reflecting on
analyses of multiple, systematic internal assessments
l¢.g, universal screening, diagnostic, progress
monitoring tools) and obscrvation as appropriate in
an on-going basis to: identify individual child nceds
carly and accurately; wailor whole group, small
group, and one-on-one instruction; and measure
progress regularly.’

6. Organizational systems assess and respond to indiidual

challenges that may impede literacy development.

School, center, or program systems and leaders ensure
that:

any potential learning, physical, visual, regulatory,

and social-cmotional needs that require specific

conditions and supports are identified;™

all assessments of such needs are culwrally

unbiased;*

cvery adult has access to research-informed

strategics and tools to address cach child’s

demonstrated needs, including, for example,
strategies for improving socio-cmotional skills such
as emotional understanding and techniques for
helping children develop executive function skills
such as planning;*

children with significant needs receive coordinated,

intensive supports and services that include

continued collaboration among weachers,
interventionists, family, and others whose expertise
is relevant (c.g, special education teacher, school
psychologist, school nurse, social worker);* and all

adults intentionally work 10:

* identify child behaviors that may impecle
literacy learning and the conditions that prompt
and reinforce those behaviors;

»  modify learning environments to decrease
problem behaviors;

+ teach and reinforce new skills 10 increase
appropriate behavior and preserve a positive
learning environment,

* draw on relationships with professional
colleagues and children’s families for continued
guidance and support; and

= assess whether school-wide behavior problems
warrant adopting school-wide strategies or
programs and, if so, implement ones shown o
reduce negative behaviors and foster positive
interactions, with particular attention 10
strategics or programs that have been shown 1o
have positive impacts on literacy development,”
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7 Adequage, h_igh'qua[ity _J’ﬁSU uc Hﬂﬂal TESOUFCES are » empowering families to communicate about and
well maintained and utilized. impact the educational environment at school, as
well as strengthen the educational environment in

-,

Leaders and systems within the school, center, or
program ensure that: the home, regardless of education level, income, or

native language of the primary caregivers;'" and
= teachers have consisient access 10 resources,
including technological and curricular resources,
that support rescarch-informed instruction in all
components of literacy instruction and that provide
continuity across ages and grade levels;

= oflfering rescarch-based guidance on how familics
can support literacy development (see Essential
Instructional Practices in Early Literacy for
Prekindergarten and Graces K-3)."

» weachers have appropriate professional development
and support for cflective use of available
technologics, materials, and resources;™

9. Anambitious SUTIMEr readinginitiative supports reading
growth.

* cach child has access to many informational and The school, center, or program supports summer reading
literature texts in the classroom and school, with development by:
culrally diverse characters and themes, that they
want to read and that they can read independently
or with the support of others;™ and

* [lacilitating opportunitics for every child to read
hooks and access texts during the summer, including
summer reading programs oflered through school

e well-stocked school libraries and/or media centers, and public librarics;”
with library media specialists, ofler a large collection
of digital hooks, print hbooks, and other reading
materials for reading independently and with the
support of others to immerse and instruct children

* cmphasizing books ol high interest to children and
offering book selections within the likely range of
reading levels within each class;™

in varied media, genres of texts, and accessible »  providing instruction at the end ol the school year 1o
information.” re-cmphasize reading comprehension strategies and
orient children to summer reading by encouraging

8. Aconsistent f&'mﬂy Engagemem‘ strategy includes usc ol ellective strategics while reading at home;™
specific attention to literacy development. and
¢ providing structured guidance to parents and

Members of the learning organization engage with

families by: guardians to support reading at home, such as by
encouraging parents and guardians to listen to their
*  prioritizing learning about families and the child read aloud, discuss books with their child, and
language and literacy practices in which they provide feedback on their child’s reading.™

engage to inlorm instruction, drawing lrom families’
claily routines that build on culwrally developed
knowledge and skills accumulated in the home (e.g,

10. A network of ConNECions in the community provides
authentic purposes and audiences for children’s work and

inviting {amilies o share texts they read and write as helps facilitate use of quaIity out-of-school pmgramm]ng
part of their lives aw home or at work);"

- e . Connections beyond the school, center, or program walls L}
*  providing regular opportunitices for familics to build .
gular opporuniti provide: i
a network of social relationships to support language *  organization-wide and classroom-level partnerships

and literacy development (e.g, conneet families with
community organizations that provide access Lo
hoaks or other cducational supports);™

with local businesses and other organizations that
facilitate opportunities for children to read and
write for purposes and audiences heyond school

= working collaboratively, as teachers and specialists, assignments;”’
to plan vinous lcvclf; of instructional SRS *  access 1o opportunitics for individualizaton, lor
ASSCSS llhc cificacy of those supports, and adjust example through one-on-one wtoring; ™ and
accordingly;

*  opportunities for children to develop literacy outside
ol the school hours, including through engaging in
out-ol-school time library, community, and school
programs in the summer and afier school.™

+ fostering familial and community participation in the
education of children and the work ol the learning
emironment;*
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"COACHING PRACTICES

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to increase Michigan’s capacity to
improve children’s literacy by ideniifying a small set of research-supported
litcracy coaching practices that should he a focus of professional
Early Literacy: Prekindergarten development throughout the state. Literacy coaching can provide powerful
and Essential Instructional Practices job-embedded, ongoing professional development with a primary goal
in Early Literay: K to 3 as well of enh‘an?ing cla.ssrot:)m literacy in-slruclion through improving teacher
¢ i expertise.! Effective literacy coaching supports teachers to successfully
as Essential School-Wide and navigate the daily challenges they face in their classrooms. As a result,
Center-Wide Practices in Literacy. instructional capacity and sustainability within the schools increases.?
In addition, through improving teacher expertisc and the quality of core
instruction, student achievement increases.”

This document is intended
to be partnered with Essential

Instructional Praciices in

You may not excerpt from this document in published lorm, print or digital, without written permission from the MAISA GELN Early Literacy Task Foree, This
document muay be posted or reproduced only in its entirety (6 pagesl. To referenee this document: Michigan Association of Intermediate School Administrators General
Education Leadership Network Early Literacy Task Foree (2016Y, Essential eoaching practices for elementary lteraer. Lansing, M1z Authors.
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The focus of this document is to identify the critical qualifications, dispositions, activities, and roles of
effective elementary literacy coaches. Research suggests that each of the seven essentials is an important

contributor to literacy coaching that results in increased student literacy learning. They should be viewed,

as in practice guides in medicine, as presenting minimum expectations for Michigan’s literacy coaches.

1. Effective literacy coaches have specialized literacy

knowledge and skills beyond that of initial teacher
preparation.’

Literacy coaches, due to the complexity of literacy
instruction, must:

*  have an in-depth knowledge of reading and writing
processes and acquisition®

*  recognize the varied purposes for assessment
e, screening, diagnostic, monitoring progress,
achievement), select specific assessments that meet
those purposes, administer and score assessments,
and use assessment results to inform instruction”

*  know and appropriately use rescarch-informed
instructional practices to help all students develop
literacy knowledge, skills, and abilities including
concepts of print, phonemic awareness, letter-
sound knowledge, word reading, comprehension,
vocabulary, fluency, writing, critical thinking, and
motivation’

*  Deable to create a literate learning environment that
considers how the physical arrangement, materials,
group work, routines, and motivational factors such
as choice and purpose contribute Lo learning in
today’s diverse classrooms”

Literacy coaches develop in-depth literacy knowledge and
skills® by:

*  completing advanced course work in literacy that
results in a reading teacher or reading or literacy
specialist encorsement

»  having successlul classroom teaching experience as
evidenced by positive student learning

* continually updating their knowledge through
prolessional reading, active participation in professional
development workshops, anct attendance at local, state,
and national professional conlerences

Teachers report that literacy coaches need advanced

literacy knowledge and skills in order 1o carry out their
responsihilities such as modeling rescarch-informed literacy
practices, helping teachers analyze assessment data and solve
instructional problems, and recommending appropriate
materials and resources.

When literacy coaches have completed advanced course
work in literacy and been suceessful classroom teachers,
students of 1eachers they coached exhibited more literacy
growth than students of teachers coached by literacy coaches
who had not completed advanced course work in literacy. "

2, Effective literacy coaches apply adult learning principles

in their work. = ' 1!

Effective literacy coaches also have specialized knowledge
about adult learning principles, and they apply those
principles when working with teachers.

*  Adults are most interested in learning when it has
immediate relevance o their job. Thus, the focus of
literacy coaching should be on classroom instructional
practices that foster literacy development,

*  Adults want o be actively involved in the planning,
implementation, and evaluation ol their learning.
Thus, cffective literacy coaches work with teachers o
develop goals and methods for addressing and assessing
those goals.

*  Adults learn from reflecting on the problems that
arise during the implementation of new knowledge/
skills. Thus, ellective literacy coaches guide (eachers
to reflect deeply on their practice and on the results ol
implementing new strategies with their learners.

= Adulis learn best when they can integrate new
knowledge and skills with previous experiences. Thus,
ceflective liveracy coaches help teachers understand how
new concepts and strategies are similar and diflerent
{from concepts they know and strategies they are
currently learning,
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the coaches (c.g., modeling instruction, conferring
with teachers™

3. Whether working with large groups, small groups,

or individual teachers, effective literacy coaches
demonstrate specific skills and dispositions in order to
engage teachers and build collaborative relationships. '

#  exhibit respect for the coaches as valued
prolessionals

»~  give coaches autonomy over their schedules

= Effective literacy coaches: "

= Principals support coaches by

*  use a varicety of strategics to establish rapport and > presenting them as sources of literacy expertise to
! trust as the initial steps in builcling collaborative the teachers ’
g relationships (c.g., onc-on-one conversations about 7 clearly describing and endorsing the coaching foci
r teaching or student learning in general, attending to the teachers
g grade level/Lleam mectings as an interested listener/ ~  cxplicitly encouraging teachers to work with their
: learner, finding specific resources/materials for a e
[ teacher)"” » observing their work with teachers
T *  strive to determine the underlying beliefs about ~  explicitly f:ommutlliCﬂling i them personally how
r literacy of the teachers with whom they are working much their work is valued™
= in order to develop collaborative relationships'
. ‘ L . 5. Effective literacy coaches spend most of their time
- *  usc language when engaging in conversations with " 0 :
L e T e e T o ) working with teachers to enhance teacher practice and
f evaluative!® improve student learning. They make effective use of their
r + position themselves as co-learners'” and/or time by using a multi-faceted approach to coaching.

facilitators of teacher learning™
. Effective literacy coaches:
l * arc intentional, collaborating with teachers o
r set specific goals for their work with a respect for = Spend time working directly with teachers, hclping
:} teachers’ time and expertise. However, literacy teachers to align their beliels with research-informed
EJ coaches also demonstrate flexibility by being open instructional practices and enhance their:
) to conversations and questions as they arise— > classroom literacy environments®
conversations and questions that may lead 1o more > use of rescarch-informed literacy strategics”

r

. : .
intentional coaching.”

» implementation of new literacy programs and
* are reflective— regarding their demonstration strategies™
H l. Al v 1 E L) L) ? 1 H - n L] I3
teaching, their ob§(.n ations ol luu.:hu' 5 mslrugllon, » usc of practices aligned with state standards or
and the conversations they have with weachers® . O
curricular initiatives
4. Literacy coaching is most effective when it is done *  Schedule their time so that they are spending as

much time as possible working directly with teachers

; d dent | - di d by buildi because more coaching with teachers has been
ocused on student learning and is supported by bui dmg associated with higher student achievernent at hoth

and district administrators. the school™® and coach™ level.

within a multi-year school-wide or district-wide initiative

L Research results indicate that initiatives, including those . Spcncl‘n:torc time interacting with 'lcachcrs ‘b)' using
e T et e e e Rt a mulu:!a.cctcd approach to concllung, carclully
three to five years to show impact on student learning.? determining what types of coaching can be done

o o o . cflectively with large groups, small groups, and
qu'sport ﬁ'om bufldmg and district administrators is individizl 1eschers 2
evidenced in various ways.

*  Consistently monitor the amount of time they spend

working with teachers. Time spent on managerial
tasks (e.g., maintaining an assessment database,

* Teacher participation in activitics with the coach is
higher when principals:*

#  present the coaches as sources of literacy expertise ordering materials) or attending mectings not direcily

» actively participate in the professional related o (II'CII’ cou(-:h‘u‘lg .work reduces the time spent
development sessions designed for coaches and addressing literacy initiatives and lowers teachers’
administrators as well as in activities facilitated by pereeptions about how helpful coaches are,*
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6. When coaching individual teachers, effective literacy
coaches employ a core set of coaching activities that

are predictors of student literacy growth at one or more
grade levels.*

Conferencing. Coaches and 1eachers hold one-on-
onc conferences for numerous purposes™, including the
lollowing:

* to determine specific purposes lor collaborations
hetween the literacy coach and the eacher

* 1o analyze the eritical instructional clements
and benefits ol a lesson taught by the coach to
demonstrate a specilic strategy or scallolding
technique

* 1o analyze the eritical instructional clements and
benefits of a lesson taught by the wacher

* to examine and select appropriate texts and
malcerials for specific lessons and/or students

* o evaluate and make changes to the literacy
environment of the classroom

* to discuss assessment results 1o determine
instructional needs and plan instruction for the
whole class, small groups of students, and individual
students, particularly when the teacher is concerned
about the progress ol one or more students™

Modeling. Coaches engage in modeling for numerous
purposes, including the following™:

* to enable teachers to learn how instructional
practices work with their own students, giving them
confidence 1o implement these practices

* o demonstrate how appropriate pacing, scaffolding,
and materials contribute to students” engagement
and learning

* o provide teachers with opportunities to observe
and document students’ literacy behaviors and
response Lo instruction

* to demonstrate how to administer assessments and
use clata to inform instruction

Observing. Coaches engage in observation for
numerous purposes, cdetermined in collaboration with
teachers', including the following:

*  to observe and document specilic literacy behaviors
of stuclents whose progress is of concern to the
teacher

*  to observe how literacy instructional practices are

being implemented across the school to inform
future professional development efforts at the
school, grade, or individual teacher level

* 10 obsenve a teacher’s instruction in order to provide
support related to various aspects ol instruction
(e.&, planning, scaffolding, pacing, sclecting
materials, grouping, assessing progress toward
instructional objectives)

Co-planning. Coaches and teachers co-plan®
instruction in order to:

*  help build collaborative relationships as both coach
and teacher are seen as important contributors to
the process

» ensure that instructional planning includes
delincating learner outcomes, selecting appropriate
practices, determining grouping options, ancd
developing outcome-hased assessment

« inform additional support from the coach which

may include modeling, co-teaching, and/or
observation of the co-planned instruction

» use assessment data to meet the instructional needs
of stucdents

7. Effective literacy coaches are integral members of literacy

leadership teams at the school and/or district level.

Literacy coaches serve as literacy leaders within
their schools* by:

+  providing grade/team-level prolessional
development

* collaborating with special educators about literacy
instruction [or students who have special needs'

»  serving on school committees that focus on
literacy-related and student achievement issues,
including being a member of the intervention and
student support teams™

*  working with administrinors and other teachers
to establish a school-wide literacy vision and 1o
develop/refine and manage the school’s literacy
program

* analyzing data and helping teachers use the data o
make decisions'”

*  serving as a liaison between the distriet and their
schools by autending district-level mectings/
workshops and sharing the information with the
appropriate stakeholders (e.g, administrators,
teachers, support personnel)
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This document was developed by the Early Literacy Task Force, a subcommittee of the Michigan Association of
Intermediate School Administrators (MAISA) General Education Leadership Network (GELN}, which represents
Michigan’s 56 Intermediate School Districts. The Task Force included representatives from the following
organizations, although their participation does not necessarily indicate endorsement by the organization they

represent:
Early Childhood Administrators’ Network, MAISA
English Language Arts Leadership Network , MAISA
General Education Leadership Network, MAISA
Kalamazao Public Schools
Michigan Asseciation for Computer Users in Leaming
Michigan Association of Supervisors of Special Education
Michigan Department of Education
Michigan Elementary and Middle School Principals Association
Michigan's integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative

Michigan Reading Association

Michigan State University

Michigan Virtual University

Reading NOW Network

REMC Assaciation of Michigan

Southwest Michigan Reading Council
Technology Readiness Infrastructure Grant
University of Michigan

Feedback on drafis of the document was clicited from other stakeholders, resulting in a number of revisions to the

document.
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